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The Reply Brief filed on 1 1/02/2006 has been entered and considered. The Application has been forwarded to the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interference for decision on the appeal. The Examiner maintains the rejection and response to arguments described in the 
Examiner's Answer, dated 10/06/2006. 

According to MPEP sec. 201 1 wherein "The court held that the PTO is not required, in the course of prosecution, to interpret claims 
in applications in the same manner as a court would interpret claims in an infringement suit. Rather, the PTO applies to verbiage of 
the proposed claims the broadest reasonable meaning of the words in their ordinary usage as they would be understood by one of 
ordinary skill in the art, taking into account whatever enlightment by way of definitions or otherwise that may be afforded by the 
written description contained in applicant's specification." (See In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 
(Fed. Cir. 1997). 
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